INTRODUCTION
A great deal of effort has recently gone into the study of implicit contract models (ICM) in an attempt to explain the failure of competitive labour markets to generate efficient levels of employment. (See Hart, 1983, for a survey of this work and further references). Relatively little attention has been given to the theoretical analysis of capital market imperfections, a phenomenon we believe to be at least as important as labour market imperfections when it comes to explaining the inefficient use of resources, including "unemployment". In this paper we seek to fill this gap by analysing a model of credit contracts between firms that need outside finance in order to operate efficiently on the one hand and the institutions that provide the money on the other.
We were led to this problem by our current interest in the question of what is the firm's budget constraint? In economies with complete markets, of course, this question does not arise in a meaningful form. But when markets are incomplete the firm does face a budget constraint of some sort at each date and the form of this constraint may crucially affect its behaviour. There is no intrinsic virtue in a budget constraint which requires the firm to repay all debts with probability one and, in fact, most legal systems allow for some insurance, in the form of bankruptcy, against low income states. Perhaps the central message of our work is simply that the question of the firm's budget constraint should be formulated as a contract problem. And under certain conditions, the form of the optimal budget constraint is the same as the standard debt contract with bankruptcy. But there is more to the analysis than that. We are naturally interested not only in the shape of the firm's budget constraint but also in its position. In other words, is there credit-rationing?
Asymmetric information plays a crucial role in our model as it does in the ICM. The revenue of a firm depends both on investment in inputs and on the state of nature. The firm can observe the state of nature directly at no cost; other agents cannot. However, Stiglitz and Weiss, 1980) . In the capital markets we consider this sort of rationing cannot occur. A firm denied credit by one institution will simply go to another and eventually it will obtain a loan. Rationing the size of the loan is, in any case, what we are after. It generalizes the analysis in Gale (1983a Gale ( , 1983b ) which uses a no-bankruptcy constraint to generate Keynesian effective demand failures. The results obtained here show that this kind of effective demand failure can occur even if the firm's budget constraint is derived from an optimal contract which admits bankruptcy.
Third, we compare optimal contracts with the result of interest-rate-taking behaviour. We confirm the well known proposition that equilibrium debt contracts will usually involve credit-rationing in the sense that the optimal loan and interest rate are both smaller than they would have been as the result of interest-rate-taking behaviour of the debtor. However, this result has nothing to do with the discrepancy between the first-best level of investment and the optimal contractual level. Even the first-best investment level may fall short of the investment level under interest-rate-taking behaviour.
Our fourth result concerns the effect of changes in liquidity, as measured by the firm's initial net wealth, on the optimal level of investment. Lack of liquidity in this sense lies at the root of the credit-rationing problem because, if the firm's net wealth were large enough to finance the first-best investment, the firm would obviously choose that level of investment. Intuition therefore suggests that as the firm's liquidity declines so does the optimal investment, i.e. the credit-rationing problem gets worse. But this is not necessarily the case. In fact, we present conditions under which the relationship between liquidity and investment cannot be monotonic. The case we look at is special, being intended only as an illustration, but the much fuller analysis of this question in Gale and Hellwig (1984a) indicates that it is by no means untypical.
In contrast to our analysis, most previous work on credit and bankruptcy has taken the form of the credit contract as given. An exception is Diamond (1984) who derives the optimal contract under similar informational assumptions to ours. But since he makes the costs of bankruptcy endogenous, the optimal contract leads to the first-best investment level. This is because the penalties on the bankrupt firm are equivalent to perfect bond-posting and the problem of bankruptcy becomes innocuous. Townsend (1978) considers the effect of costly observation of the state on optimal implicit contracts but not in the context of credit markets.
The recent work by Weiss (1980, 1981) adopts an approach which is superficially similar to ours. It is worthwhile considering the differences in their assumptions and results. We assume that asymmetric information concerns the observation of revenue; Stiglitz and Weiss, on the other hand, assume that asymmetric information concerns the choice of project (safe or risky). In our model, the riskiness of the venture is determined by the level of investment. We have chosen our informational assumptions because they generate the standard debt contract. Asymmetric information about the level of investment would be hard to analyse and would not produce a recognizable debt contract. Stiglitz and Weiss do not actually derive the form of the optimal contract in their model; more precisely, they consider an example which is so simple that the form of the contract is virtually dictated by the structure. The projects are of fixed size so there is no investment decision. The revenue function assumes only two values, one positive, the other zero, so the repayment schedule is also determined. Thus, most of the questions we analyse cannot be raised in the Stiglitz-Weiss framework. On the other hand, they study (in Stiglitz and Weiss, 1980 ) the role of credit-rationing as an incentive mechanism in long term contracts. Roughly, there is shown to be a role for refusing credit completely (conditional on poor performance) to enforce the choice of the correct project. Again, it is not clear how robust these results are to changes in the very simple structure of their model, in particular the all-or-nothing nature of the investment decision. In a later paper (Gale and Hellwig, 1984b) we study a two-period contract problem and find that with divisible investments it is generally not optimal to have complete exclusion.
Our credit-rationing result depends on a number of assumptions but, if there is a central assumption, it appears to be the assumption of diminishing returns to investment.2 Given the fixed opportunity cost of investment, diminishing returns to investment ensure that as the level of investment increases beyond some point the distribution of profits shifts to the left. The point at which this shift starts to occur is less than the first-best level of investment. (This is partly a result of diminishing returns and partly a result of the structure of bankruptcy costs). Thus reducing investment some way below the first-best level reduces the probability of bankruptcy and hence the costs of bankruptcy. In a competitive market, diminishing returns are necessary in the neighbourhood of the first best so one might conjecture that our result holds under some more general specification of costs and revenues. But we have not investigated this.
The model we have studied in this paper is, by the standards of contract theory, a fairly general one. Although the type of asymmetric information we choose to study leads to a simple form of the optimal contract, the analysis, especially of comparative static properties, quickly becomes quite complicated. The harder part of the analysis concerning the structure of the efficient set of contracts and the effect of longer term relationships between borrower and lender is left for future papers. What we present here is intended as a basis for that later work. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains a description of the model, a formal statement of the problem and a characterization of the form of the optimal contract. In Section 3 we study the optimal (second-best) level of investment, comparing it with the first best and with the result of interest-rate-taking behaviour. In Section 4 we indicate how the analysis changes if entrepreneurs are assumed to be risk-averse. In Section 5 we discuss the relationship between the entrepreneur's net wealth and the level of investment.
STATEMENT OF THE CONTRACT PROBLEM
The contracts we study are written in a competitive capital market. The market comprises two types of economic agents, investors and entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs wish to undertake risky ventures but lack the necessary resources so they turn to the investors for external finance. Investors are meant to be banks or other deposit-taking, financial institutions. They are assumed to hold sufficiently large and diversified portfolios of investments to achieve perfect risk-pooling. Then investors will behave as if they are risk-neutral.3 Furthermore, they can obtain deposits by paying the rate of interest on riskless securities. In a competitive capital market each investor treats the rate of interest on riskless securities as a parameter and assumes he can obtain whatever funds he needs at that rate. This rate of interest, henceforth denoted by i> 0, is therefore the (fixed) opportunity cost of funds for the investor.
Because investors are effectively risk-neutral and have unlimited access to funds at the riskless rate of interest, we can assume without loss of generality that each entrepreneur obtains funds from at most one investor. By the same token, each investor can determine an optimal contract with one entrepreneur independently of his dealings with other entrepreneurs. In what follows, therefore, we consider only a single, representative, investor-entrepreneur pairing. The capital market is competitive because it contains a large number of individually insignificant investors and entrepreneurs. Competitive pressure will lead each investor-entrepreneur pair to write a contract which maximizes the expected utility of the entrepreneur subject to the constraint that the expected return to the investor covers the opportunity cost of funds. It is clear this constraint must be satisfied; otherwise the investor is worse off than if he had not entered into the contract. On the other hand, if the expected utility of the entrepreneur is not maximized subject to this constraint, some other investor can offer a contract which is more attractive to the entrepreneur and still make a profit at the going rate of interest.
Each entrepreneur is the owner-manager of a single firm. We can think of investment as an input to a production process which yields a random revenue, either because of technological uncertainty or because of uncertainty about the price at which the output will be sold. The production process involves two dates, indexed 0 and 1. At the first date, the level of investment is chosen; at the second, the revenue is observed. At date 0 the entrepreneur's net wealth (ignoring the value of the firm as a going concern) is WO = Ao -Ro, where Ao ?0 is the entrepreneur's liquid assets and Ro ' 0 the firm's initial indebtedness. The entrepreneur is assumed to be risk-neutral; he maximizes the expected value of his "wealth" at date 1. The returns to the risky venture are described by a revenue function f An investment of I units at date 0 produces a revenue of f(s, 1) units in state s at date 1. A crucial assumption is that agents have asymmetric information. At date 0, neither the investor nor the entrepreneur can observe the state. At date 1, the entrepreneur observes the state free of charge. The investor can observe the state only at some cost. In fact, costs may be imposed on the entrepreneur as well as the investor. This makes sense in terms of our interpretation of the event of observing the state as "bankruptcy". In that case there may be some penalty imposed on the debtor for going bankrupt. Let c0 0 be the fixed cost imposed on the entrepreneur when the investor observes the state. The cost born by the investor is assumed to be a function of both the state and the level of investment. In the bankruptcy interpretation, the major cost born by the creditor is the failure to recover the full revenue f(s, 1), and this will generally be a function of s and 1. Let c1(s, 1) denote the observation cost for the investor in state s with investment 1. It is important to understand the distinction between the costs imposed on the respective agents. To the extent that the observation of the state by the investor involves purely pecuniary costs, their distribution between the two agents is immaterial. This is because the investor only receives a return sufficient to cover the opportunity cost of his investment, so all other costs are effectively born by the entrepreneur. Non-pecuniary costs (penalties) are different, however, because unlike pecuniary costs they are not limited by the entrepreneur's ability to pay. In what follows c0 will always be treated as (the pecuniary equivalent of) a non-pecuniary cost. All other costs of observing the state are lumped in with c1(s, 1).
When an investor and an entrepreneur get together to write a contract they have four decisions to make. First, they must choose I_ 0, the investment in the risky venture. Second, they must decide how the total financing requirement l+ Ro is to be divided between them. If the entrepreneur contributes C0 _0 the investor will be required to contribute L = I + Ro -C0. We can regard C0 as equity and L as the new loan. The total financing requirement is I + Ro since the existing liability must either be repaid or rolled over. Both of these decisions are made at date 0 and so are independent of the state. The third decision is how the revenue is to be divided in each state of nature. Let W1(s) denote the entrepreneur's final wealth in state s and C1(s) the investor's return from the venture in state s. Both are net of the costs of observing the state of nature. The fourth and final decision is which states are to be observed by the investor. This decision is represented by a random variable B which takes the value 1 if a state is to be observed and 0 otherwise. A contract is defined to be an array (1, C0, C1, W1, B).
In the absence of asymmetric information or, what amounts to the same thing, costs of observing the state, there would be no obstacle to achieving the first-best level of investment. This is the investment, denoted by 1*, which maximizes the expected profit from the venture:
From Assumption 1 it is clear that 1*, if it exists, is unique. Even in the presence of asymmetric information it may be possible to achieve the first-best if, for example, the entrepreneur's assets are sufficient to finance the first-best investment without the assistance of the investor. This case is not interesting, so we rule it out. Assumption 3. 0 < * < oo and W0 = AO -Ro < *.
Because observation of the state is normally costly, there is no reason to expect the investor to observe the state at all times. For that reason the implementation of the contract requires the entrepreneur to reveal the state to the investor. But the contract will only be carried out as intended if the entrepreneur reveals this information truthfully and he will only do so if he has no incentive to do otherwise. In other words, the contract must be incentive-compatible; it must give the entrepreneur no incentive to lie. The potential for deception is limited by two factors. First, if the entrepreneur falsely announces a state s in which B(s) = 1 he is sure to be found out because the contract requires the investor to observe the state. Thus we need only worry about announcements of states for which B(s) = 0. Second, in order for the investor to be deceived he must receive the same income as if the announced state had actually occurred. It must be feasible for the entrepreneur to pay this income from actual revenues and that places another constraint on the entrepreneur's ability to lie. The proof is immediate from Definition (1). Condition (a) is fairly obvious: if C1 is not constant across the non-observed states the entrepreneur has an incentive, whenever the value of C1 is high in a non-observed stale, to announce a non-observed state with a lower value. This must be feasible. If the true state is an observed state and it is feasible for the entrepreneur to lie, condition (b) says that the return to the investor must at least absorb the cost of observation. Otherwise the entrepreneur would rather pay a higher value of R1 to avoid the costs of observation. Thus, although on average observation costs are born by the entrepreneur, at the margin they appear to be born by the investor.
In the sequel, we deal only with incentive-compatible contracts. The optimal contract problem is to choose an incentive-compatible contract to maximize the entrepreneur's expected utility subject to the investor's zero-profit condition. 
Here we have identified the event B = 1 with bankruptcy and interpret f-cl as the recoverable part of the firm's revenue after bankruptcy. These two concepts can be shown to characterize the form of the optimal contract though MEP is not strictly necessary. In fact the degree of equity participation turns out to be immaterial. To see this let (1, C0, C1, B) be an optimal contract and define a new contract (1, C', C', B) by choosing 0?C'-A05 C 0Co and putting C'=C1-(?+i)(Co-C0). It is clear that the new contract satisfies the feasibility conditions (3iii) and (3iv) and the zero-profit condition (3ii). From inspection of Proposition 1 it can be seen that it is incentive-compatible as well. Since C' and C' do not enter directly in the objective function (3 i) the new contract must be optimal. This argument shows that any level of equity can be optimal so that MEP can never be a necessary condition for optimality. We only have the weaker result that: Proposition 2. Any optimal contract is weakly dominated by a contract with MEP.
The indeterminacy of C0 is a consequence of the fact that, in order to motivate the SDC, we have allowed agents complete freedom in writing the terms of their contract, including the possibility of using liquid assets (1 + i)(AO -C0) to repay the "debt" at date 1. In terms of the contracting problem set out above this makes perfect sense. But if we wished to take the bankruptcy interpretation more seriously we might insist that, in the event of bankruptcy, the liquid assets (1 + i)(Ao-C0) would be protected from seizure by limited liability (Ao is the entrepreneur's asset position; Ro the firm's indebtedness). The incentive-compatibility constraints would be more complicated but other things being equal, one would expect R1 to be higher because repayment in bankruptcy states would be lower. This would provide a positive incentive to put C0 = Ao in order to reduce R, and the probability of bankruptcy.
In what follows only contracts with MEP are considered. Let (1, C0, C1, B) be an optimal contract and suppose it has MEP. For some fixed but arbitrary value of R' define 3iii) and (3iv) ). Incentive-compatibility is satisfied by any SDC with MEP. Then (1, C0, C', B' ) is an admissible contract and since, by an earlier argument, B''? B it must be optimal.
Proposition 3. Any optimal contract is weakly dominated by a SDC with MEP.
To obtain the converse we need to assume that observation costs are positive and responsive to small changes in the contract. This inequality will be satisfied whenever AO= 0 or Ro= 0.
THE OPTIMAL INVESTMENT LEVEL
Having characterized the optimal contract as a standard debt contract with maximum equity participation we turn to the central question: how do informational asymmetries affect the level of investment in the presence of bankruptcy/information costs? In particular, do they lead to credit-rationing? In answering this question we make two types of comparison. The first is to compare the second-best-optimal investment level, which results from an incentive-compatible contract, with the first best, which would obtain in a world with complete information. The second is to compare the second-bestoptimal investment level with the level resulting from interest-rate-taking behaviour. The proposition shows that if there is a positive probability of bankruptcy and an increase in investment (at the first-best level) increases the cost of bankruptcy in each state, the second-best optimal investment level is strictly less than the first best. It is obvious that the second best never exceeds the first best since l*(y) l* for all y 0. The conditions of Proposition 6 are not very strong but they rule out cases where, although the costs of bankruptcy are high, the marginal costs are zero, eg., when cl = 0. The next proposition is designed to deal with this case. We make assumptions about the distribution of states of nature which are stronger than necessary. The argument can be extended to deal with less-well-behaved measures H but only at the cost of some complications which we seek here to avoid. (See Gale and Hellwig, 1983). 
In order to finance the first-best level of investment the entrepreneur must borrow l* -W0. The maximum amount the venture produces with certainty is the expression on the right-hand side of (12). Then (12) implies that either there is positive probability of bankruptcy or the zero-profit constraint requires I < 1*. In the case of Proposition 7 it is clear that one could assume instead that cl >> 0, H has a continuous positive density everywhere and that (12) holds. But clearly these assumptions are stronger than necessary.
Clearly, the assumption of a positive probability of bankruptcy is not sufficient for I < 1*. If cl = co = 0 then any optimal contract involves I = 1*. Likewise the costliness of bankruptcy is not sufficient. If the inequality in (12) were reversed the optimal contract would again require = 1*. In short, one needs both bankruptcy costs and a positive probability of bankruptcy. For the record we state without proof 
Comparison with price-taking behaviour
Although it is now generally recognized that utility-taking behaviour is the appropriate representation of competition when markets are incomplete, price-taking behaviour has often been used to analyse competitive capital markets with credit-rationing, especially in the macroeconomics literature. Examples are Hodgman (1962) and Jaffee and Russell (1976). Price-taking, in this context, means that the borrower assumes he can borrow as much as he wants at a given rate of interest. In equilibrium, the rate of interest must be chosen so that the lender's zero-profit constraint is satisfied, but the borrower ignores this relationship when choosing the "optimal" level of investment. The result of such price-taking or more precisely interest-rate-taking behaviour can be described as a special sort of contract. To simplify the discussion we assume c0 = 0 in what follows. We say that a contract (1, y) is the result of interest-rate-taking behaviour if three conditions are satisfied. First, the entrepreneur chooses I to maximize his expected utility under the assumption that he can borrow any amount at the interest rate r: 
And finally, the notional rate r is the interest rate actually paid by the entrepreneur when he is not bankrupt:
(1 + r)(l-WO) =f(y, I) = R1.
It is intuitively plausible and easy to show that under interest-rate-taking behaviour the level of investment is higher than it would be under utility-taking behaviour with the same notional interest rate. But it is not at all clear whether the actual level of investment will be higher or lower under interest-rate-taking behaviour than under utility-taking behaviour. What we can show is that the probability of bankruptcy will be higher under interest-rate-taking behaviour. The assumption W0 > 0 is made so that we get a particularly sharp lower bound on I (Proposition 9) and can avail ourselves of a rather neat proof of Proposition 10. dently of the other contracts the investor may be involved in. However, risk-neutrality is not an unreasonable assumption to make in the case of investors since it can be justified as a consequence of risk-pooling. It makes less sense in the case of entrepreneurs and indeed is merely a "simplifying" assumption which ought to be relaxed if possible. Suppose then that the entrepreneur has a strictly concave Neumann-Morgenstern utility U( W1) with the usual mathematical properties. The derivation of the constraints in the optimal contract problem (3) is unaffected by the change in the objective function so we can see immediately that the optimal contract problem is: 
Because the entrepeneur is risk-averse and the investor risk-neutral the entrepreneur gets full insurance in those states which are observed by both agents. Suppose that the states of nature are continuously distributed. This assumption is maintained throughout the rest of the section. Then there exists an optimal contract in which B has the form B = Xls,,,. To see this choose y so that the probability of bankruptcy is the same as in the given optimal contract. Assumption 2 implies that f-Bc1 has not fallen. The probability that WI = D is the same and (1 -B)(f -R1) weakly stochastically dominates the previous distribution. In the risk-neutral case, any optimal contract was weakly dominated by a SDC (1, RI). Here it is weakly dominated by a contract which can be parameterized by (, y, RI, D). Note that the bankruptcy point y need not satisfy R =ft(y, 1). Proposition 4. We showed above that an optimal contract was weakly dominated by one in which B =Xys,,1. This is a necessary condition for optimality if there is a positive saving in bankruptcy costs, e.g. if cl(s, 1) is strictly increasing in s and the probability of bankruptcy is positive.
Proposition 5 Propositions 9 and 10. The analysis of interest-rate-taking behaviour is much more complicated under risk-aversion. We do not yet know whether analogues to these propositions exist in the risk-averse case.
MONOTONICITY
In Gale (1983a and 1983b) it was shown that liquidity constraints reduce a firm's demand for labour in much the same way as quantity constraints. Furthermore, these constraints give rise to "Keynesian" phenomena just as quantity constraints do. For example, fiscal policy has a multiplier effect on employment and output of the sort predicted by simple Keynesian models. The results in the preceding pages show that effective demand failures occur even when bankruptcy is allowed (in Gale, 1983a and 1983b there is a strict "no bankruptcy" condition) and agents write general, optimal contracts. The underinvestment result (1<1*) can also be interpreted as an underemployment result and generalizes the liquidity-constraint analysis of Gale (1983a and 1983b ). An interesting question is whether a reduction in liquidity aggravates the under-investment problem. That is, does a fall in W0 reduce 1? The answer, perhaps surprisingly, is not necessarily.
A simply example will make this clear. Suppose that cl 0 and c0> 0. We assume that both agents are risk-neutral. If W0 is sufficiently large then I= 1* (Proposition 10). On the other hand, if W0 is so small7 that Pr [s ' y] 1 then 1(y) = 1*. More precisely, when cl 0, Eg, is maximized with respect to y at y = sup {sIH(s) < 1}. When 
